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Statement  of  Policy 

The  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  issue 
a  Statement  of  Federal  Policy  with  re¬ 
spect  to  decisions  on  major  urban  mass 
transportation  investments  assisted 
imder  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation 
Act  of  1964,  as  amended.  The  need  for 
siich  a  Statement  has  resulted  from  the 
growing  complexity  of  the  UMTA  capital 
program  and  the  increasing  demands 
placed  upon  the  available  funds. 

At  the  outset  of  the  urban  mass  trans¬ 
portation  assistance  program  in  1964,  the 
$75  million  annual  budget  was  directed 
toward  the  preservation  of  urban  tran¬ 
sit  service  in  selected  cities  through  the 
conversion  of  falling  private  transit  com¬ 
panies  to  public  ownership.  A  decade 
later  UMTA’s  annual  capital  assistance 
bu^et  exceeds  $1  billion,  and  is  pri¬ 
marily  devoted  to  modernizing  existing 
transit  properties  and  constructing  new 
transit  facilities.  Not  only  has  the  magni¬ 
tude  and  duration  of  Federal  transit  in¬ 
vestments  increased  and  changed  signifi¬ 
cantly  but  the  number  of  potential  re- 
cipirats  has  grown.  The  pressure  of  these 
competing  demands  requires  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Transportation  to  ensure  that 
the  available  Federal  resources  are  uti¬ 
lized  in  the  most  prudent  and  effective 
manner. 

In  the  interest  of  making  all  urban 
areas  aware  of  the  procedures  which  are 
followed  and  the  issues  considered  in 
Federal  decisions  to  participate  in  the 
financing  of  locally  Initiated  major  mass 
transportation  investments,  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Transportation  is  promulgating 
this  Statement  of  Federal  Policy.  The 
ix>licy  represents  a  process-  oriented  ap¬ 
proach  designed  to  allow  each  urban  area 
to  take  into  account  its  imique  char¬ 
acteristics  in  the  planning,  design  and 
Implementation  of  transportation  im¬ 
provements.  As  a  condition  of  eligibility 
for  Federal  assistance,  the  policy  requires 
that  alternative  investment  strategies  be 
considered  in  order  to  determine  which 
Investment  best  serves  the  locality’s 
transportation  needs,  promotes  its  social, 
economic,  envircmmental  and  urban  de¬ 
velopments  goals,  and  supports  national 
and  objectives.  The  policy  stresses 
the  need  to  consider  combinations  of 
transit  modes  and  technologies  appro¬ 
priate  to  the  service  requirements  of 
specific  corridors,  and  requires  major 
fixed  guideway  systems  to  be  imple¬ 
mented  incrementally,  with  priority  given 
to  the  most  immediate  needs  of  the 
locality. 

This  Statement  of  Policy  has  been 
developed  in  concert  with  Federal,  State 
and  local  tranportatlon  and  planning 
officials,  transit  (H>erators,  public  inter¬ 
est  groups  and  oUier  parties  potentially 
affected  by  the  Policy.  Comments  and 
opinions  from  these  diverse  groups  have 
been  sought  by  UMTA  through  Individ- 
dual  solicitations,  through  Interest 


groups  such  as  the  American  Public 
Transit  Assoclatlcm  (APTA) ,  and 
through  two  major  UMTA-sponsored 
consultative  conferences  (Airlie  House 
Conference  and  Hunt  Valley  Confer¬ 
ence)  . 

The  Policy  Statement  was  first  Issued 
for  public  comment  on  August  1,  1975 
(PR,  Vol.  40,  No.  149).  Sixty-eight  re¬ 
sponses  were  received  from  local.  State 
and  transit  agencies,  metropolitan  plan¬ 
ning  ox'ganizations  and  other  interested 
parties.  These  conunents  led  to  a  revi¬ 
sion  of  the  Statement  and  the  addition 
of  a  description  of  UMTA  procedures.  By 
spelling  out  clearly  the  process  by  which 
it  makes  major  capital  grant  decisions, 
UMTA  hoped  to  Increase  its  own  ac¬ 
countability  and  add  a  measure  of  pre¬ 
dictability  to  the  discretionary  grant 
award  process. 

The  revised  Statement  of  P(^icy  was 
discussed  at  a  working  conference  held 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Transportation 
Research  Board  at  Hunt  Valley,  Mary¬ 
land  on  March  29  through  April  1.  In 
arriving  at  this  final  Statement  of 
Policy,  UMTA  has  taken  careful  account 
of  the  views  and  comments  expressed  at 
that  conference  and  throughout  the  20- 
month  consultative  process. 

The  following  significant  changes  have 
been  made  from  the  initially  proposed 
text  of  the  Statement  as  issued  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  August  1,  1975. 

The  section  entitled  “Extent  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Commitment’’  which  appeared  in  the 
earlier  version  of  the  Policy  Statement 
has  been  deleted.  The  proposition  that 
the  Federal  Government  might  provide 
funding  for  alternatives  which  the  local 
analysis  had  determined  as  not  cost-ef¬ 
fective  is  deemed  to  be  inconsistent  with 
the  Federal  obligation  to  ensure  prudent 
and  effective  use  of  the  taxpayers’ 
money.  The  Department’s  policy  of  con¬ 
fining  Federal  financial  support  to  cost- 
effective  alternatives  remains  un¬ 
changed. 

Review  of  the  comments  received  in¬ 
dicated  also  the  desirability  of  removing 
certain  ambiguities  and  making  certain 
clarifications  in  the  Policy  Statement. 
These  changes  are  discussed  below. 

1.  A  number  of  respondents  felt  that 
no  single  overall  measure  of  transporta¬ 
tion  cost-effectiveness  could  fully  reflect 
all  of  the  significant  issues  which  must 
be  considered  in  reaching  responsible 
decisions.  A  single  measure  was  not  the 
intent  of  the  policy.  The  statement  now 
makes  it  clear  that  multiple  measures  of 
cost  and  of  levels  of  effectiveness  should 
be  considered,  and  that  effectiveness  is 
measured  by  the  degi’ee  to  which  the  pro¬ 
posed  investment  meets  the  locality’s 
transportation  needs,  promotes  its  social, 
economic,  environmental  and  urban 
development  goals,  and  supports  na¬ 
tional  objectives. 

2,  Some  comments  interpreted  the 
emphasis  on  a  short  planning  horizon  as 
a  rejection  of  the  concept  of  comprehen¬ 
sive  metropolitan  planning.  The  policy 
does  not  challenge  the  concept  of  long 
range  planning,  and  UMTA  recognizes 
the  ne^  for  such  planning  as  a  means 
of  giving  an  overall  direction  to  metro¬ 


politan  development.  However,  UMTA 
believes  that  It  is  not  prudent  for  either 
a  locality  or  the  Federal  Government  to 
make  a  massive  c(Hnmltment  to  a  fixed 
course  of  action  for  mass  transportation 
based  solely  on  the  necessarily  specula¬ 
tive  projections  that  must  characterize 
plans  which  target  30  or  25  years  in  the 
future.  Changing  social  priorities,  demo¬ 
graphic  shifts,  environmental  concerns, 
accelerated  inflation  and  other  im- 
anticipated  developments  can  drastically 
alter  even  the  most  carefully  conceived 
long  range  plans.  It  is  desirable  there¬ 
fore  to  base  immediate  investment  deci¬ 
sions  on  a  shorter  planning  horizon.  The 
sections  on  “Long  Range  Plan’’  and  “In¬ 
cremental  Development”  now  bring  out 
more  clearly  these  considerations. 

3.  A  number  of  respondents  felt  that 
a  10-year  horizon  for  the  short  term 
analysis  was  too  close  in  the  future  to 
permit  investments,  such  as  advanced 
acquisition  of  rights-of-way,  that  pay 
off  only  in  the  long  run.  ’These  cmnmente 
are  well  taken.  Considering  the  long  lead 
times  that  are  required  for  most  fixed 
guideway  projects,  a  somewhat  longer 
planning  horizon  is  justified.  The  policy 
has  now  adopted  a  horizon  of  up  to  15 
years,  coimting  from  the  time  the 
analysis  was  carried  out.  Since  major 
fixed  guideway  projects  take  up  to  5-8 
years  to  complete,  this  is  tantamount  to 
a  7-10  year  horizon  from  the  date  of 
initial  start-up  operation. 

4.  Several  comments  expressed  doubt 
about  the  feasibility  of  the  incremental 
appmach  to  transit  system  implementa¬ 
tion  because  of  the  need  to  offer  benefits 
more  or  less  simultaneously  to  the  en¬ 
tire  region.  UMTA  agrees  that  there 
must  be  some  geographic  equity  in  tran¬ 
sit  development.  But  the  incremental  ap¬ 
proach  is  not  inconsistent  with  an  equi¬ 
table  distribution  of  transit  benefits.  An 
“increment”  of  the  plan  may  contain  a 
package  of  projects  designed  to  benefit 
an  entire  metropolitan  area.  For  exam¬ 
ple,  the  initial  “increment”  of  the  plan 
may  include  express  bus  service  in  ex¬ 
clusive  lanes,  new  fringe  parking  facili¬ 
ties,  improved  feeder  services  in  subur¬ 
ban  communities,  as  well  as  the  first  lo¬ 
calized  segment  of  a  fixed  guideway 
system. 

5.  The  original  conception  of  requir¬ 
ing  Transportation  System  Management 
improvements  in  the  operation  of  the 
existing  transportation  system  as  an  al¬ 
ternative  to  the  construction  of  new 
facilities  was  felt  by  many  observers  to 
be  too  confining.  The  policy  now  dis¬ 
tinguishes  between  two  concepts:  the 
need  to  assess  the  potential  of  low-cost 
alternatives  (e.g.  express  bus  service  in 
reserved  lanes)  as  a  discrete  option  to 
more  capital  Intensive  alternatives;  and 
the  need  to  employ  various  types  of 
Transportation  System  Management  ac¬ 
tions  to  support  and  complement  (but 
not  sutetltute  for)  the  proposed  fixed 
guideway  investment. 

6.  A  more  precise  definition  of  a  “ma¬ 
jor  urban  mass  transportation  invest¬ 
ment”  was  urged  by  several  respondents. 
This  point  has  been  clarified  by  bringing 
under  the  coverage  of  the  policy,  all  prdj- 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  41,  NO.  }  85— WEDNESDAY,  SEPTEMBER  23,  1976 


NOTICES 


41513 


ects  Involving  new  c<mstructlon  or  ex¬ 
tension  of  existing  fixed  guideway  sys¬ 
tems,  except  projects  Identified  by  UMTA 
as  part  of  a  demonstration  program 
(such  as  the  proposed  “Downtown  People 
Mover”  demonstrations).  Projects  in¬ 
volving  rehabilitation  or  modernization 
of  existing  facilities  are  not  within  the 
scope  of  the  alternatives  analysis  re¬ 
quirement.  Fixed  facilities  by  nature  of 
their  permanence  and  irreversibility  have 
potentially  the  greatest  impact  upon  the 
iu*ban  area  in  terms  of  land  use,  finan¬ 
cial  burden,  and  urban  growth.  Decisions 
concerning  construction  of  new  fixed 
facilities,  therefore,  deserve  imrticular 
care,  regardless  of  their  financial  scope, 

7.  Questions  were  raised  concerning 
the  relationship  of  the  Environmental 
Impact  Assessment  to  the  analysis  of  al¬ 
ternatives.  The  Policy  now  explicitly  in¬ 
tegrates  the  two  processes  and  calls  for 
the  circulation  of  a  final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  prior  to  a  decision  on 
the  award  of  the  preliminary  engineering 
grant. 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.  on  Sep¬ 
tember  9, 1976. 

William  T.  CoLi^man,  Jr., 

Secretary. 

Federal^  Policy  on  Assistance  for  Ma¬ 
jor  Urban  Mass  Transportation  In¬ 
vestments 

Since  the  beginning  of  this  decade,  the 
Federal  Government  has  provided  an  in¬ 
creasing  share  of  the  Nation’s  capital  in¬ 
vestment  in  urban  mass  transportation. 
In  the  years  ahead,  as  more  and  more 
communities  seek  Federal  financial  aid 
to  Improve  and  expand  their  mass  trans- 
pwrtation  systems,  it  is  more  essential 
than  ever  that  Federal  funds  be  effec¬ 
tively  and  efficiently  utilized. 

Since  each  metropolitan  area  has  dif¬ 
fering  characteristics.  Federal  mass 
transportation  assistance  cannot  be 
based  on  standardized  prescriptions. 
Rather,  Federal  support  should  be  flex¬ 
ible,  relsdng  heavily  on  local  ability  to 
assess  present  and  anticipated  transpor¬ 
tation  needs.  Identify  and  evaluate  alter¬ 
native  opportunities  for  improvement, 
and  initiate  needed  actions. 

The  Federal  Government  does,  how¬ 
ever,  have  a  strong  interest  in  ensuring 
that  Federal  funds  available  for  mass 
transportation  investments  be  used  pru¬ 
dently  and  with  maximum  effectiveness. 
While  there  are  no  simple  or  standard 
procedures  that  will  guarantee  this  out¬ 
come,  a  careful  and  systematic  evalua¬ 
tion  of  the  implications  of  alternative 
courses  of  action  in  advance  of  a  Federal 
commitment  should  improve  the  quality 
of  decisions.  To  this  end  and  analysis  of 
transportation  alternatives  and  the  fil¬ 
ing  of  a  final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  will  be  required  as  a  condition 
of  eligibility  for  Federal  assistance  for 
a  major  mass  transportation  investment. 
Federal  support  will  be  available  only  for 
those  alternatives  which  the  analysis  has 
demonstrated  to  be  cost-effective,  where 
effectiveness  is  measured  by  the  degree  to 
which  an  alternative  meets  the  locality’s 
transportation  needs,  promotes  its  social, 


economic,  environmental  and  urbEin  de¬ 
velopment  goals,  and  supports  national 
aims  and  objectives. 

A  major  mass  transportation  invest¬ 
ment  for  purposes  of  this  Statement  is 
any  project  which  involves  new  con¬ 
struction  or  extension  of  a  fixed  guide¬ 
way  system  (rapid  rail,  light  rail,  com¬ 
muter  rail,  automated  guideway  transit) 
or  a  busway,  except  where  such  project 
is  determined  by  the  Administrator  to  be 
of  importance  as  a  demonstration  of  ad¬ 
vanced  technology.  Rehabilitation  and 
modernization  projects  are  not  included 
in  the  scope  of  this  definition. 

The  analysis  of  alternatives  shall  be 
carried  out  as  part  of  a  comprehensive 
transportation  planning  process  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  following  principles: 

a.  long  range  plan 

Proposals  for  major  mass  transporta¬ 
tion  investments  shall  be  consistent  with 
an  urban  area’s  comprehensive  long 
range  plan  which  articulates  the  over¬ 
all  direction  for  metropolitan  develop¬ 
ment  and  identifies  major  transportation 
corridors. 

The  long  range  plan  should  refiect  an 
awareness  that  different  levels  and  types 
of  transportation  service  may  be  ne^ed 
in  different  portions  of  the  metropolitan 
area.  Each  major  corridor  should  be  con- 
.sidered  Individually  to  determine  the 
level  and  type  of  service  that  will  best 
meet  its  projected  requirements. 

The  long  range  plan  should  further 
recognize  the  need  for  local  community- 
level  transit  service  as  well  as  for  ex¬ 
press  line -haul  connections  that  foster 
region-wide  accessibility. 

As  an  example,  a  comprehensive  trans¬ 
portation  plan  may  call  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  rail  rapid  transit  line  in  a  cor¬ 
ridor  of  heavy  demand,  a  “people  mover” 
to  facilitate  local  circulation  in  the  cen¬ 
tral  business  district,  a  light  rail  network 
or  busways  to  serve  intermediate  capac¬ 
ity  corridors  in  the  lower  density  por¬ 
tions  of  the  metropolitan  area,  and  fieets 
of  fixed  route  buses  and  flexibly  routed 
paratransit  vehicles  acting  as  feeders  and 
distributors  to  the  higher  capacity  line- 
haul  systems  and  providing  neighbor¬ 
hood  circulation  service  in  the  local  com¬ 
munities  within  the  metropolitan  region. 

The  long  range  plan  should  be  reas¬ 
sessed  and  revised  periodically  as  part 
of  a  continuing  transportation  planning 
process  to  reflect  changes  in  local  goals, 
priorities  and  long  range  forecasts;  to  re¬ 
spond  to  new  land  development  and  trav¬ 
el  patterns;  to  adapt  to  new  technologies 
as  they  are  developed;  and  to  adjust  to 
the  impact  of  previously  implemented 
actions. 

B.  incremental  development 

Where  an  area’s  comprehensive  long 
range  transportation  plan  calls  for  the 
creation  of  a  fixed  guideway  system,  the 
system  should  be  proposed  for  imple¬ 
mentation  incrementally.  Initial  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  system  should  be  proposed 
in  corridors  which  can  justify  the  need 
for  fixed  guideway  service  within  15  years 
of  the  date  of  the  analysis.  Each  segment 
should  be  capable  of  justification  on  its 
own  merits. 


Corridors  which  cannot  justify  fixed 
guideway  transit  service  within  15  years 
of  the  date  of  the  analysis  should  be  pro¬ 
vided  with  levels  and  types  of 
service  appropriate  to  their  needs, 
with  the  level  of  service  being 
progressively  upgraded  as  demand 
develops.  Incremental  developmental 
aims  to  ensure  that  high  priority  corri¬ 
dors  receive  initial  attention;  that  ap¬ 
propriate  balance  is  maintained  between 
the  transportation  requirements  of  the 
entire  region  and  those  of  local  commu¬ 
nities  within  the  region,  and  between  long 
range  and  short  range  needs  for  trans¬ 
portation  improvements;  that  fiexibility 
is  preserved  to  respond  to  changing  tech¬ 
nology,  land  use  patterns  and  growth  ob¬ 
jectives;  and  that  the  fiscal  burden  is 
spread  over  a  long  period  of  time. 

c.  evaluation  of  alternatives 

In  the  interest  of  improving  the  qual¬ 
ity  of  the  local  planning  and  investment 
decisions,  any  metropolitan  area  which 
Intends  to  apply  for  Federal  assistance 
for  a  major  mass  transportation  invest¬ 
ment  must  undertake  an  analysis  of 
transportation  alternatives  with  regard 
to  any  corridors  in  which  fixed  guideway 
facilities  have  been  proposed  for  im¬ 
plementation.  The  analysis  should  con- 
facilities  have  been  proposed  for  Im- 
slder  a  range  of  alternatives,  including 
improvements  involving  better  manage¬ 
ment  and  operation  of  the  existing 
street  and  highway  network  e.g.,  through 
provision  of  reserved  lanes  for  buses  and 
other  high  occupancy  vehicles. 

’This  analysis  should  assess  each  al¬ 
ternative’s  capital  and  operating  costs; 
ridershlp  attraction;  capital  and  oper¬ 
ating  efficiency  and  productivity;  effects 
on  modal  choice,  level  of  automobile  use, 
environmental  impacts  and  energy  con¬ 
sumption;  impact  on  land  use  and  de¬ 
velopment  patterns;  extent  of  neighbor¬ 
hood  disruption  and  displacement;  job 
creation  impact;  and  such  other  factors 
as  are  considered  imp>ortant  by  the  local 
community. 

The  analysis  should  also  compare  the 
relative  costs  and  effectiveness  of  each 
alternative,  where  effectiveness  is  meas¬ 
ured  by  the  degree  to  which  the  alter¬ 
native  meets  the  locality’s  transportation 
needs,  promotes  its  social,  economic,  en¬ 
vironmental  and  urban  development 
goals,  and  supports  national  aims  and 
objectives. 

As  part  of  the  analysis  of  alterna¬ 
tives,  a  draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  shall  be  prepared  jointly  by 
UMTA  and  the  applicant  in  accordance 
with  published  guidelines. 

D.  transportation  system  management 

Plans  for  a  fixed  guideway  project 
should  include  transportation  system 
management  (TSM)  actions  to  enhance 
the  project’s  accessibility  and  conven¬ 
ience  and  to  improve  the  quality  of 
transportation  service  in  other  parts  of 
the  metropolitan  area  which  will  not 
be  served  by  the  fixed  guideway  project. 
Supportive  TSM  actions  shall  include  the 
provision  of  adequate  bus  and  paratran¬ 
sit  feeder  services  and  parking  facilities 
at  transit  stations,  and  may  include 
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other  measures  aimed  at.  Increa^ng 
transit  ridership  and  reducing  unneces¬ 
sary  use  of  private  automobiles  within 
the  transit  corridor. 

E.  PTDIBUC  INVOLVEMENT 

There  should  be  full  opportunity  for 
the  timely  Involvement  of  the  public, 
local  elected  officials,  and  all  levels  of 
government  in  the  alternatives  analysis 
process.  This  Involvement  should  be  ini¬ 
tiated  early,  so  that  all  affected  groups 
have  an  opporttinity  to  Influence  the 
process  in  a  timely  and  constructive 
fashion,  particularly  as  to  the  alterna¬ 
tives  to  be  considered,  measures  of  ef¬ 
fectiveness  to  be  used,  actions  to  be  taken 
to  minimize  or  avoid  adverse  effects  and 
priority  actions  for  implementation. 

After  completion  of  the  draft  Environ¬ 
mental  Impact  Statement  a  formal  pub¬ 
lic  hearing  shall  be  held  as  required  by 
the  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Act  of 
1964,  covering  both  the  analysis  of  al¬ 
ternatives  and  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

Procedures 

This  section  states  Uie  procedures 
which  UMTA  will  normally  follow  in  re¬ 
viewing  the  alternatives  analysis.  In  Im¬ 
plementing  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  requirement  of  the  National 
EnvlronmentsJ  Policy  Act  of  1969,  and  in 
making  fimding  commitments  to  sup¬ 
port  major  mass  transportation  invest¬ 
ments. 

1.  The  initial  phase  of  the  alternatives 
analysis  process  shall  involve  a  prelim¬ 
inary  analysis  leading  to  the  development 
of  a,  citizen  involv^ent  mechanism,  the 
choice  of  appropriate  demand  forecasting 
techniques  and  cost-effectiveness  analy¬ 
sis  methodology,  the  designation  of  a 
priority  corrldor(s),  and  the  selection  of 
a  small  set  of  promising  transportation 
alternatives  for  analysis.  UMTA  must 
concur  in  these  elements  of  analysis  be¬ 
fore  die  applicant  may  proceed  with  a 
detailed  evaluation  of  the  alternatives. 

2.  After  obtaining  UMTA’s  concur¬ 
rence,  the  applicant  shall  proceed  with 
the  alternatives  analysis  and  the  prep¬ 
aration  of  a  proposed  draft  Environ¬ 
mental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  The 


proposed  draft  EIS  shall  be  combined  in 
a  singde  document  with  the  results  of  the 
alternatives  analysis  and  shall  be  pre¬ 
pared  jointly  by  UMTA  and  the  appli¬ 
cant  in  accordance  with  published  UMTA 
guidelines.  Each  alternative  selected  for 
study  shall  be  presented  at  the  same  level 
of  detail. 

The  applicant  shall  designate,  in  a  sep¬ 
arate  document  to  be  submitted  simul¬ 
taneously,  the  preferred  cost-effeotive 
alternative  which  bie  recommends  for 
implementation,  and  state  a  rationale 
for  his  choice.  The  recommended  al¬ 
ternative  shall  be  described  in  terms  of 
its  corridor  location,  length  of  initio 
segment(s),  technology,  horizontal  and 
vertical  alignment,  gi^e  separation, 
station  location  and  other  relevamt  fac¬ 
tors.  This  document  shall  clearly  state 
that  any  reccxnmendation  is  solely  that 
of  the  applicant  and  that  UMTA’s  Judg¬ 
ment  is  reserved  until  the  environmental 
process  is  complete. 

Upon  receipt  of  the  combined  alterna¬ 
tives  analysis  and  proposed  draft  En¬ 
vironmental  Impact  Statement,  UMTA 
will  undertake  a  review  of  the  document 
to  ensure  that  the  analysis  has  been  car¬ 
ried  out  in  conformance  with  UMTA 
policy  and  UMTA  guidelines.  This  review 
will  normally  be  completed  within  90 
days  of  the  receipt  of  the  draft  alterna¬ 
tives  analysis  and  proposed  draft  EIS. 

4.  After  the  consolidated  alternatives 
analysis  and  proposed  draft  Environ¬ 
mental  Impact  Statement  has  been  found 
in  conformance  with  UMTA  guidelines, 
UMTA  will  circulate  it  for  comment. 
During  the  circulation  period  the  appli¬ 
cant  will  hold  a  public  hearing  on  the 
document  and  may,  at  applicant’s 
option,  include  in  such  hearing  consid¬ 
eration  of  any  application  for  a  grant  for 
preliminary  engtaeering  on  the  appli¬ 
cant’s  preferred  alternative. 

5.  At  the  end  of  the  circulation  period 
UMTA  and  the  applicant  will  address  the 
questions  and  comments  received,  cor¬ 
rect  any  deficiencies  in  the  analysis,  and 
begin  preparation  of  a  final  Environ¬ 
mental  Impact  Statement  on  a  recom¬ 
mended  alternative.  The  finjd  EIS  shall 
be  prepared  at  the  same  level  of  detail  as 
the  draft  EIS. 


The  final  Envlrmunental-  Impact 
Statem^t  may  also  Incorporate  UMTA’s 
decision  with  respect  to  a  preliminary  en¬ 
gineering  grant,  subject  to  the  condi¬ 
tion  of  satisfactory  completion  of  the  30- 
day  circulation  period  required  for  the 
final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
This  decision  will  be  based  upon  a  com¬ 
parison  of  projects  emerging  from  the  al¬ 
ternatives  analysis  process. 

UMTA  may  admit  projects  into  pre¬ 
liminary  engineering  whose  combined 
cost  exceeds  available  Federal  contract 
authority.  This  will  be  done  in  anticipa¬ 
tion  of  any  of  several  possibilities:  the 
withdrawal  of  projects  as  a  result  of 
changing  local  priorities;  a  local  de¬ 
cision  to  use  non-Federal  resources  to 
finance  more  than  20  percent  of  total 
cost;  or  changing  conditions  such  as  the 
availability  of  detailed  cost  estimates 
which  might  lead  to  a  later  decision  that 
a  particular  project  cannot  be  Federally 
financed. 

6.  During  the  execution  of  preliminary 
engineering,  the  applicant  will  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  complete  all  the  steps  which 
must  precede  a  full  Federal  commitment 
of  capital  grant  fimds  to  the  project. 
These  steps  include  providing  evidence  of 
firm  commitment  of  the  non-Federal 
capital  share,  providing  evidence  of 
State  and/or  local  consensus  regarding 
the  financing  of  operating  deficits,  and 
planning  for  and  gaining  financial  com¬ 
mitment  to  necessary  supportive  actions 
to  promote  effective  utilization  of  the 
proposed  fixed  guideway  system. 

7.  Upon  completion  of  the  preliminary 
engineering  phase,  the  applicant  may 
prepare  a  capital  grant  application  for 
the  construction  (including  final  engi¬ 
neering  and  right  of  way  acquisition)  of 
the  proposed  project,  and  shall  hold  a 
public  hearing  thereon. 

8.  A  definite  funding  commitment  by 
UMTA  for  construction  in  a  specific  dol¬ 
lar  amoimt  will  be  made  upon  review 
of  the  capital  grant  application,  the 
transcript  of  the  public  hearing  and  the 
detailed  cost  estimates  onerging  from 
preliminary  engineering.  The  decision 
will  be  based  upon  a  comparison  of  proj¬ 
ects  then  pending. 
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